project aimed at a popular audience (his edition of the Adams-Jefferson Letters), composing historical and methodological tracts on the nature of documentary editing, developing efforts to educate documentary editors, and working to form a network of colleagues for the purposes of collaboration. 4 Riter's study sets documentary editing within the context of literary and textual studies, essentially the philosophical and theoretical framework of this emerging field. Cappon himself, although a proponent of clear standards and systematic education, would probably eschew such a characterization of his work.
Historical editors have largely forgotten Cappon. We can get a sense of this by examining some benchmark publications in this field. In 1975, a two-day conference was held at the University of Iowa on the publication of American historical manuscripts, and Cappon's work was invoked by two presenters as well as reflected in other papers' content, particularly on the role and aims of historical editors, which suggests his influence.
5
A few years later, Thomas Tanselle's important critique of the role of the editor in dealing with literary and historical manuscripts, especially the differences in the transcription of texts, referenced some of Cappon's writings about the nature of documentary editing.
6 From there, we see Cappon being cited less frequently. In a 1997 handbook for historical editors, built around practical examples, Cappon gets not a single citation. 7 In the most important practical text on documentary editing, by Mary-Jo Kline and Susan Holbrook Perdue, a couple of Cappon's publications are cited.
8 This was a modest allusion to Cappon's work. Cappon deserved more. In their introduction, Kline and Perdue note: 'We also owe our readers a warning about a peculiar trait of documentary editions that creates a special challenge for students of the craft: practitioners have typically neglected to furnish the public with careful expositions of the principles and practices by which they pursue their goals.' 9 This is precisely what Cappon tried to do in his preface to the Adams-Jefferson Letters, describing 'for the general reader' the history of this publication project, the influence of Julian Boyd's work with the Jefferson Papers, and the reduced editorial apparatus of his two-volume work. 10 As Kline and Perdue's comment suggests, documentary editing could have benefitted from more scholars following Cappon's lead.
What has sustained some memory of Cappon is a small cluster of seminal essays on historical editing. In his foundational essay, 'A Rationale for Historical Editing: Past and Present,' Cappon argues that the 'historical editor of source materials is a historian whose responsibility consists, first, in transmitting authentic and accurate texts of all extant documents within a rational frame of reference, with due respect for archival principles, and, second, in making these texts more intelligible. ' Cappon then lays out a set of 'basic rules, derived from historical method,' including concern for the 'authenticity of the document' and 'textual accuracy. ' Cappon also notes that the editor is a 'discoverer of sources and a collector of manuscripts,' and he continues to discourse on matters of annotation, all of his principles very much mirroring how he viewed the archivist as a professional. 11 For example, he muses on who is a historical editor: 'Historical editors must be recruited from the historical profession. As products of the graduate schools they ought to be exposed to the discipline of editing as a worthy, challenging pursuit.' 12 Cappon added to these earlier writings until nearly the end of his life. In the inaugural issue of the Association for Documentary Editing newsletter, Cappon writes: 'The fledgling historical editor, in contrast to the archivist, is not involved in another profession. He remains a historian, expecting to win recognition by fellow historians. Fulfillment of this expectation presents an opportunity to the new Association for Documentary Editing.'
13
Studying the early figures of any field can serve as a reminder of the challenges of being such a pioneer. While Cappon's diary, and the existence of other personal papers, is a testament to his steadfastness in leaving behind a record of his career, Cappon himself believed that his career was beset by failures. A careful reading of Cappon's papers provides a litany of projects he never finished, including a history of documentary editing, the editing and publishing of the Jared Sparks journals, a manual on archives and manuscripts (with a focus on collecting), and a collection of essays on the making of the Early American atlas. We gain a sense that Cappon left far more unfinished than what he completed, and, perhaps, that is the legacy of pioneers. However, a careful examination of his life and career should mostly impress us with his accomplishments -reasons why documentary editors should remember him. a stickler for detail Cappon came to his interests in documentary editing after long years of book editing for the Institute of Early American History and Culture (IEAHC) and some journal editing.
14 Early in his diary, he provides glimpses of the fastidiousness he brought to editing manuscripts. In one entry, he describes editing a manuscript by Page Smith, later an acclaimed popular writer of history, describing the 'long road from author's pen to printer's ink, much of what the author should have put in correct and finished form. To some extent we have pampered Page because he is such a fine person and so capable in other aspects of the historian's business.' 15 Cappon's strong historical interests also drew him to documentary editing. Late in life, reflecting on a session on the topic at the American Historical Association, Cappon took the stand that the leadership in such work should come from scholars (meaning historians), not a revitalized National Historical Publications Commission. 16 In a review of an edition of Jefferson's family letters, he states: 'This volume could be used effectively in a seminar based upon documentary materials. And the scholar, whether engaged in research or teaching, will be indebted to the editor for his superb contribution. ' 17 In a review of an edition of a Colonial American report, Cappon states, the editor, a historical geographer, 'has edited the documents meticulously with commendable restraint and appreciation for historical contexts. ' 18 Such attributes were critical, Cappon thought, for documentary editing to be relevant.
In review after review of documentary editions, Cappon reveals his perspective about the nature of editorial work. In a review of a Richard Beale Davis edition of the correspondence of Jefferson and Francis Walker Gilmer, Cappon characteristically notes: 'The editor has used proper restraint in reproducing the text without following slavishly the idiosyncrasies of the calligraphy of that period, and his index is satisfactory. But the University of South Carolina Press has not added a cubit to its stature by leaving the manufacture of the book to the mercy of a job printer. ' 19 He was a stickler for the technique of editing documents and the amount of annotation. In reviewing the first volume of the Benjamin Franklin Papers, Cappon comments: 'The editors have shown commendable restraint in their annotations.' 20 In another review of an edition of the papers of George Mercer, Cappon praises the editor's 'descriptive and analytical notes' and historical research, while criticizing the organization of the documents, contending that the archival principle of respect des fonds might have been helpful in presenting the papers. Cappon applauds the editor's scholarly work as 'impeccable' but criticizes its organization and presentation, offering explicit advice on how the documents could have been annotated and arranged. Cappon was especially concerned about the poor handling of the archival nature of the documents: 'The George Mercer Papers exemplify the concept that the application of archival principles to a group of documents that have suffered modification of their archival character may interfere with effective use of them rather than perform an actual service for both archivist and historian.' 21 Cappon was also against altering the original texts, even if the aim was to gain a modern audience. 22 Cappon, in a somewhat different fashion than many of his contemporaries who reviewed these publications as historical studies, wrote reviews considering matters of editorial apparatus, indexing, and book design. In a review of the Virginia State Council Journals, Cappon commented on the 'thorough name and subject index with helpful crossreferences,' expediting the use of the 'specific information in these Journals. ' 23 In his review of the Franklin Papers, Cappon gushed that the 'bibliophile will feel the thrill of turning the pages of a handsome book, set by the famed Lakeside Press in a new ''Franklin'' version of virile and legible eighteenth-century type.' 24 Cappon consistently revealed his own personal interests in book collecting and the mechanics of publishing in his reviews to an extent rarely matched by other scholars of the time (or today). 25 Most scholars, particularly historians, simply viewed these editions as convenient sets of archival sources or as alternative histories or biographies. Cappon saw them in a much different light.
standardizing documentary editing by looking backwards Cappon was especially interested in relating past editing projects to the issues faced by modern documentary editors. While working on an essay for In Support of Clio, a festschrift in honour of Herbert Kellar, Cappon began by researching the efforts of G.P. Putnam and Sons, the publisher of many of the documentary editions from the 1880s into the early 1900s: 'I would like to know how the particular editors were engaged and the nature of the contracts. These commercial ventures were successful financially, whereas today they are the projects of university presses for the most part, and the returns doubtful.'
26 When he finally started writing the essay, he realized that the quantity of source materials might chronologically limit him going much beyond the work of Jared Sparks in the first half of the nineteenth century, but Cappon remained excited about what he had learned since '[t]he subject is fascinating as a nexus between collecting & preserving historical materials and their use in historical writing. The historical editor was often both a collector and a writer; cause & effect are very much intermingled.'
27 It is not too difficult to read into such statements something about how Cappon viewed himself.
Cappon's work on this essay about the historian as editor persuaded him that he would like to complete a history of documentary editing (although he never did).
28 Instead, he wrote a series of essays on the topic over two decades, as time and opportunity presented itself. Cappon believed this initial essay was critical for stabilizing the then fledgling academic field of documentary editing, and, indeed, his various essays on the topic helped considerably to lay a foundation for the field. When Lawrence Towner commented on it, urging him to make it 'less didactic, ' Cappon recorded in his diary: 'I pointed out that very little has been written on this subject and therefore I felt justified in putting it partially in elementary terms.'
29 Julian Boyd and Lyman Butterfield encouraged him about his approach, hoping the essay would do 'some good' (although Boyd was 'pessimistic about bringing about a change of attitude among historical writers who underrate the research involved in editing of the best quality. For many of these historians do not work in the sources themselves to any extent but are content with surface observations which ought to be only the beginning of research').
30 The project was a reminder that documentary editing at that point was more craft than discipline, barely understood from either the outside or from within.
Through his position at the IEAHC, Cappon worked to develop standards, or at least consistency, in the editing of historical documents. In late 1955, Cappon met with the institute's staff to determine 'what style we should adopt for editing documents,' indicating that the 'two best models' are Samuel Eliot Morison's Harvard Guide to American History and Julian Boyd's Thomas Jefferson Papers.
31 Here he was focused on the editing of scholarly books, but he easily moves to documentary editing's need for standards. In 1961, he started work on an essay about the functions of the historical editor in 'presenting documentary texts,' after reading a reprint of the Lewis and Clark Expedition report, the Biddle edition, with an introduction by Archibald Hanna, curator of Western manuscripts in Yale University Library: 'This is a quickie reprint with no scholarship behind it. 37 Swindler had been unsuccessful in raising financial support for the documentary edition 38 and had run into a variety of problems in administering the project. 39 Cappon proceeded to work with his institute advisors to develop the missing plan and to estimate costs, ultimately extending to a seven-year effort for ten volumes at a cost of $150,500. 40 Building on the plan, Cappon worked to raise financial support for it, 41 ultimately scaling the project back in order to get it started. 42 Finally, in 1965, Cappon heard from the National Historical Publications Commission that the institute had received a 'conditional grant' of $60,000, $15,000 each year for four years to support the John Marshall Papers project with the need for matching funds to come from the state of Virginia. 43 Cappon's main contribution to documentary editing was his preparation of the two-volume publication of the correspondence between Thomas Jefferson and John Adams, a work remaining in print a halfcentury later. 44 In one of the early entries in his diaries in 1955, Cappon notes the need for finding an editor (perhaps a young scholar just getting started) for this project, 'which has been hanging fire lo, these many years.' 45 In the late 1940s, Donald Mugridge of the Library of Congress, with support from the Rockefeller Foundation, was working on this correspondence slowly, but after a year in 1950, he was removed from the project, and Lyman Butterfield took over the following year until he left the IEAHC in 1954.
46 Very quickly following the loss of Butterfield, Cappon was urged to undertake the editorship of the Jefferson-Adams correspondence, because of his understanding of editorial work, his mature scholarship, and his connection to the institute, and he commenced work on this project in the fall of 1956.
47
When this project came along, Cappon was more than ready for it. He had reviewed every new volume of The Papers of Thomas Jefferson since the appearance of the first volume in 1950. Year after year, Cappon praised Julian Boyd for his editorial work, particularly his ability to select certain documents for special treatment because of their historical significance. 48 Most reviewers, at least those who were not also documentary editors, often ignored such issues as selection in order to focus on the documents' contents. He refers to the second volume as a 'tour de force in historical scholarship and textual criticism,' 49 and, when considering volume 4, Cappon was especially effusive about the quality of historical research and writing, believing that 'it will appeal to a wide range of readers beyond the historical specialist.' 50 Reviewing volumes 13 and 14, Cappon concludes: 'Familiar readers of the Papers have become accustomed to looking in each new volume for the essays written by Julian P. Boyd on special subjects as introductions to the pertinent documents.'
51 While Cappon was capable of being critical of Boyd's work, it was obvious that he viewed Boyd as the leader in historical editing and the model to follow.
Cappon was spurred by a variety of events. Shortly after deciding to take charge of this project, Cappon received a letter from Bobbs-Merrill wanting to publish a book about Adams and Jefferson as revealed in their correspondence and wanting blessings of the IEAHC. Cappon was not happy about this, noting: 'Theirs is doubtless a superficial pot boiler: excerpts from selected letters tied together by a running text by [Saul] Padover.'
52 After writing a letter to the publisher, Cappon learned that it had abandoned the project, no doubt due to the institute's negative view of it, buttressed by the support of Julian Boyd and Alfred Knopf: 'Their deference to our Adams-Jefferson complete correspondence speaks well for the firm & I shall express our appreciation. My job now is to produce an A-1 quality edition.'
53 And he sought out assistance for the project from every possible angle, securing the assistance of Julian Boyd: 'He is one of our top historical scholars & a very obliging person; his standards are the highest & he has no time for shoddiness & pretense.'
54
Cappon started editorial work in mid-September 1956, concerned with how to get a handle on this project and how to produce a readable edition. 'Today I began a survey of materials on hand for my editing of the Adams-Jefferson correspondence,' he dutifully recorded in his diary:
It will take a bit of time to get my bearings and to determine a modus operandi that will be efficient and time-saving, as well as productive of scholarly results, geared to the unprofessional reader as far as possible. Furthermore, publication should not be unduly delayed, after the great lapse of time since the project was first attempted in 1948 and in view of Bobbs-Merrill's deferring to the Institute.
55
How Cappon pulled this off, with all of his other responsibilities, seems nothing short of a miracle. Indeed, within a few months, Cappon himself wondered about the practicality of this project:
I found some time today & tonight to devote to the Adams-Jefferson correspondence, wonder of wonders. I had planned to budget some time each week for this editorial-research project this fall, but the ever pressing duties of keeping the Institute wheels turning smoothly are very time consuming. I haven't abandoned the idea of devoting so much time regularly, regardless of other demands. I'm sure I could get more done by 'retreating' to the University of Va. Library for several days and thus isolating myself from the daily routine.
56
The sentiments he expressed were ones he would repeat over and over in the next quarter of a century. While it is easy to accept Cappon's perspective about his continuing lack of productivity, his final record suggests the career of a successful scholar (although one who was unable to finish some major projects), even if he usually saw himself as beleaguered.
Other pressures to complete this editorial project on some sort of reasonable schedule emerged quickly. In late 1957, Cappon received a telephone call from a representative of the History Book Club inquiring about the status of the Adams-Jefferson Papers and wanting to carry it when it was complete. Cappon writes in his diary in response: 'I must begin to concentrate on this project at once.' 57 A year later, Cappon received a call from the University of North Carolina Press informing him that the History Book Club would like to adopt the JeffersonAdams correspondence if it would appear in 1959, paying the press $7500 for 10,000 copies, the Omohundro Institute of Early American History and Culture (OIEAHC) getting half of these proceeds. Cappon felt daunted to meet such a schedule.
58 He used his diary, as he did frequently with such projects, to record when he worked in earnest on the Jefferson-Adams project or, sometimes, to prod himself back into action on it.
59 In November 1958, in a fairly typical entry, Cappon writes:
I dug into the Adams-Jefferson correspondence today to try to assess the status of the editing in terms of material to be proof-read for textual accuracy & amount of editing for the proposed 'reader's edition.' It is a job that, in piecemeal fashion, could go indefinitely (as it already has), but with steady work and concentration might be completed in a fairly short time. I am inclined to feel that pressure of a dead-line maybe the means of bringing about the desired results.
60
To finish this documentary project, Cappon adopted a fairly systematic approach, describing it as follows: I am preparing an outline of the Adams-Jefferson correspondence to block out successive groups of letters, each group to carry a head-note to elucidate the content and thus, section by section, serve as connecting links to unify the whole. Each section of documents should be unduly long; the headnotes should be brief and crisp; and I hope that foot-notes can be kept to a minimum.
61
By March 1959, he was through ten chapters, although he admitted to having difficulty being satisfied with some of his work.
62 Nevertheless, with the University of North Carolina Press setting a publication release date, Cappon pushed ahead at a faster pace.
63 It was a pattern that would be repeated nearly two decades later when he worked on his other major scholarly achievement, the Atlas of Early American History.
64
Despite Cappon's aim to issue an edition of the Jefferson-Adams correspondence that would attract a broader public reading, Cappon was not willing to compromise any scholarly standards. When approached in 1961 by Pocket Books to produce an abridged edition of the correspondence, an edition perhaps running to 100,000 copies and with some potential serious financial gain, Cappon nevertheless worried about the quality of the publication. 65 He worried that it was nothing more than a 'commercial ''quicky.''' 66 The situation got stickier when Prentice Hall indicated that it planned to go ahead and issue such an edition with others writing the introduction, until pressure from the IEAHC, the University of North Carolina Press, and some well-known scholars forced Prentice Hall to back off (but not until two years of contentious debate). 67 Cappon thought that the way Prentice Hall had handled the situation bordered on a plagiarism of his work. 68 Cappon's edition of the Jefferson-Adams correspondence garnered uniformly positive reviews. Adrienne Koch writes: 'Lester Cappon, has brought to completion a princely offering, handsome in type, format, and external décor as well as conscientiously edited. ' 69 Page Smith writes: 'Lester Cappon, who, of course, as an editor is neither Adamsonian or Jeffersonian, has done us all a great service in editing so well these handsome volumes. His introductions to each chapter or section strike just the right note -brief and informative -leaving the writers to speak for themselves while giving the reader helpful clues and guides.' 70 Stephen G. Kurtz praises Cappon, indicating that he 'has recognized the rare excellence of the letters and delivers them to us with the dignity they deserve. ' 71 Robert Scribner, the editor of the Madison Papers, notes:
The work eventuating in the edition under review was begun in 1948 and represents the contributions of three editors, but in its published form it discovers final decisions reached by Lester J. Cappon, praise for whose scholarly qualifications and attainments seldom sets off a controversy. In the main, Mr. Cappon has revised the labor of his predecessors in the direction of simplified editorial apparatus and presentation. His objective has been to reach more readily the general reader, and in this he may have succeeded, provided that there can be any certainty concerning that reader's identity. Possibly he is a member of the History Book Club. Conceivably he is one who generally reads everything coming to hand. Presumably he is not the 'average' American at whom Hollywood aims its spectaculars on the assumption that he is a mental defective.
72
Every review features both lengthy descriptions of the nature of the correspondence as well as laudatory congratulations for their editor. 73 I am always pleased to see copies of this book still in bookstores, a testament to Cappon's good sense about the project.
assessing the status of documentary editing As a result of Cappon's involvement with documentary editors through his work at the IEAHC, he was frequently asked to prepare and present papers on the nature, scope, and specifics of such work. This was not a task he always relished because he found such assignments time consuming and even depressing because consensus about editorial practice was often elusive. In writing a paper for the 1964 American Historical Association meeting, Cappon reveals all of his various misgivings about his effort. 74 Ultimately, he was buoyed by a letter from Oliver Wendell Holmes who thought 'it provides just the right background for his paper on the Commission's Program for making grants to editorial projects.'
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The essay was tentatively accepted to be published in the American Historical Review pending revisions to stress the role of the editor in historical interpretation, 76 but while Cappon was mulling this over he generated interest in the essay from the editor of the William and Mary Quarterly with the opportunity to make 'some critical comments on the current large-scale editorial projects' as well as on the 'value of interpretive editing and the desirability of involving the editor as teacher in the graduate schools' programs' (topics more along Cappon's interests).
77 As Cappon pondered a revision of the paper, he examined the volumes of the John Calhoun Papers to see how they handled editorial issues:
How much interpretation of the documents or groups of documents should one expect to find? I intend to draw some comparisons between certain current large-scale editorial projects as creative historical undertakings. How can they attract promising young scholars if the editorial work does not rise above editorial routine, even admitting that such detail, carefully performed, is indispensable to the larger result.
78
In the young field of historical editing, the essay was an early success.
It was such broad, conceptual issues that engaged Cappon about documentary editing, buoyed by numerous invitations to speak about the topic. 79 As he prepared for the meeting, Cappon notes that he had read a paper by Thomas Clark reviewing documentary projects since 1950 and another one by Fredrika Teute, who was on the staff of the James Madison Papers, on the motives of the projects and supporting the attack by Jesse Lemisch about whose papers (according to Lemisch mainly those of the white founding fathers) were being published. Cappon jots in his diary that there was nothing of value in Clark's paper and that he would focus on Teute's paper, an effort containing 'some half-baked assertions, nonsequiturs and downright errors.'
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Cappon was also involved as documentary editors began to coalesce into a distinct professional group, assuming in a very natural way a leadership role because of his status as a senior scholar. In 1960, Bill Towner reported back to him that there had been a meeting of historical editors at the Mississippi Valley Historical Association who 'want to maintain an informal organization to meet annually and discuss their problems.'
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These documentary editors frequently assembled to celebrate achievements, explain their craft, and build for the future, and Cappon was often in their midst. In late September 1961, he joined in a celebration of 400 to 500 people at the Massachusetts Historical Society for the publication of the first four volumes of the Diary and Autobiography of John Adams, listening to various speakers, including Julian Boyd who 'spoke a few words (without notes) about the scholarly significance of the Adams Papers for good citizenship of fellow Americans as well as for intellectual achievement. ' 83 Two weeks later, Cappon attended a celebration of the Adams Papers publications at the White House where President Kennedy spoke, and Cappon was enthralled by the speech: 'It was a masterful performance, sincere but with a light touch & a real appreciation for history & historical documents.'
84 It was because of his wide-ranging activities in documentary editing that Cappon was named the second president of the Association for Documentary Editing in 1978.
85 It was the second time that Cappon had been involved in the formation of a professional association, the first being the Society of American Archivists. On this occasion, however, he participated as both a veteran and an accomplished leader.
jared sparks and the history of documentary editing Cappon laboured much of his professional life on two projects concerning documentary editing, both of which he never completed. In the spring of 1967, Cappon records that he had gone to the Houghton Library at Harvard and examined the Jared Sparks's journals 'to ascertain how extensive they are & for which years.' 86 Cappon found in these journals a very rich source of material about early American documentary editing as well as some inspiration for modern editors. 'In the diaries of Jared Sparks are numerous pieces of information & expressions of opinion that are grist for my mill,' Cappon reflects. When he came across material on Sparks starting the North American Review, he was able to draw some connections between literary and documentary editing: 'He put in writing a succinct statement of his editorial principles & some pertinent aspects of his practices & the editor's prerogatives -a very revealing exposition on literary editing, which profoundly influenced his subsequent historical editing.'
87 Cappon was also inspired by Sparks's industry:
Again I am impressed by the energy & industry of this man and his persistence in seeking out the sources for a history of the American Revolution, with focus on Gen. Washington. The problems of access to MSS in private hands, the conflicting viewpoints of public officials concerning the records in their custody, and the liberality of some persons in loaning the originals -all these problems Sparks encountered in varying degrees in his pioneer work of this kind.
88
Cappon must have identified with Sparks from his days at the University of Virginia searching out family and personal papers. The more Cappon studied Sparks, the more he was impressed by his efforts and approaches in collecting and editing. While reading the journals in late 1968, Cappon records: 'I continue to marvel at Sparks's industrious, vigorous drive to find historical material and read (or skim) through large accumulations of records. He also made it a point to visit historic sites, talk with old-timers, & engage in a kind of ''oral history'' activity directed to the Amer. Revolution.'
89 While Cappon became critical of some of Sparks's methods, he also was careful to try to understand what Sparks was facing. Finally, in early 1969, Cappon determined to edit the journals for publication.
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After Cappon settled into his new life at the Newberry Library in 1969, he began in earnest to work on the Sparks journals. He arranged to get a microfilm copy of the journals from the Houghton Library as well as photocopies of these journals he had secured while at the IEAHC, and while still not yet sure about the extent of his editorial project, Cappon knew he wanted to publish at least a portion of the journals.
91
Then he compared the original manuscripts against the older published version completed in the late nineteenth century by Herbert Baxter Adams, discovering 'some errors in transcription, omissions not indicated, [and] in procedure.' Cappon also notes: 'Adams's annotations are few, indeed quite random.'
92 Cappon, at this time, envisioned a manuscript over 600 pages and thought it would be a two-volume publication (perhaps even released as an institute publication).
93 Despite his commitment to this project, it was not until the spring of 1976, after the Atlas of Early American History was completed, that Cappon resumed work on the journal.
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By October 1976, Cappon was working anew on the Sparks journals, determining that the journals before 1826 were not worth publishing and ascertaining the degree of annotation that would be required. 95 Cappon was more convinced than ever of the worthiness of the project, recording in his diary this assessment: 'In re-reading Jared Sparks's Journal, during the process of writing annotations, I feel confirmed in my judgment of several years ago that it will be well worth publishing for the variety of information it affords and the quality of his narrative.'
96 As his assistant at the Newberry Library became more accustomed with Sparks's handwriting, the pace of his own work increased, and he regained hope that this would be a two-volume work, perhaps published by Alfred Knopf. 97 However, perhaps due to his age, the typing of the journals soon leapt ahead of his editing and annotating them. 98 Cappon was serious enough about this project that when he heard a rumour that someone else might be working on it he advised himself in the diary in this way: 'I think I should announce my project in the news notes of the leading historical & archival journals.' 99 Cappon was regularly confiding to his own diary details about how he was editing the Sparks manuscript, sometimes revealing his own attitudes about editing. In reflecting on Sparks's full page about the controversy over the authorship of Washington's farewell address, Cappon states: 'My annotation was difficult to write, always aiming to make it concise & to the point, with economy of words.'
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By the end of October 1977, his Newberry assistant had finished typing the 1826 journal, and Cappon estimated that the 1826-31 journals would total 659 pages, with maybe another 150 pages of annotations and an index of fifty pages. Cappon also notes that he still did not have a publisher: 'I have not approached any publisher, for I cannot yet estimate with any degree of certainty how long a time the annotations will require; but I have in mind as desirable publishers Alfred A. Knopf, Inc., or Princeton University Press.'
101 In 1979, after years of bursts of work and interruptions, Cappon was back to work on the editing of the Sparks journals, indicating that he faced considerable work but that the effort was well worth it:
There are numerous hiatuses that I hope to fill by means of further research; and some unanswered questions can be answered now from what I learned in the course of editing later passages. I have been increasingly impressed by the historical value of this diary on 2 counts: (1) for information on the documents of the American Revolution, extant & lost; (2) as a primary source on many facets of American life in the Atlantic seaboard states in the mid-1820s. Sparks was a keen observer & commentator.
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A few months after this diary entry, Cappon records in his diary that he was thinking of writing an essay on Jared Sparks as the last interviewer of participants and witnesses of the American Revolution.
103 It was his last reference to a project he never completed. In fact, there has not been a published version of the Sparks journal since the one done by Adams in 1893.
Despite Cappon never finishing the Sparks project, he nonetheless significantly contributed to the history of documentary editing. Cappon had mulled over a history of historical editing in the United States for years. In 1972, he mentioned 'another project of mine, a rather fulllength History of Historical Editing in the U.S., which, most likely, I shall never complete.' Instead, Cappon undertook the more manageable project of an essay for the William and Mary Quarterly that would focus on Sparks as 'a kind of watershed in the whole development' of historical editing. The essay appeared as a lead essay in a 1973 issue. 104 Later, Cappon wrote an essay on Sparks as an editor, bringing a bit of closure to his work on Sparks. 105 Cappon's two essays in the William and Mary Quarterly on historical editing were proposed to be included in a volume on the topic, indicating that his efforts to document the history of American historical editing resonated with scholars during the flourishing of historical editing in the 1970s. 106 However, the volume was not published. conclusion Cappon's affinity for historical editing grew near the end of his life as he became involved with the new ADE. While working on the ADE annual meeting program, Cappon decided that a tribute to Julian Boyd would be given at the meeting. In his diary entry about this event, Cappon reveals his attitude about editing as a profession:
Julian is a superb historical scholar with an accomplished literary style. His penetrating editing has been criticized because of his extended essays by way of elucidation of controversial subjects embodied in Jefferson's correspondence. Here is exemplified the editor's role expanded to embrace historical interpretation which, I have always maintained, is justifiable. His critics argue that such practice goes beyond the role of the editor and, besides, it slows production of the texts! As though current historical editing is to serve chiefly the present generation of scholars!
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It was a familiar refrain enunciated by Cappon in these latter years. In a 1977 review of the James Madison Papers, Cappon concludes:
Every historical editor who is more than faithful transcriber must search, select, evaluate, and elucidate; and, admitting that he has the best command of his particular corpus of people, we judge by his historical accuracy, the rhetorical restraint of his annotation, and the degree to which he indulges in historical interpretation.
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Cappon saw historical editing as a time-intensive task that required careful deliberation, and in his later years he defended editorial projects against complaints about the pace of their output, such as the Madison editorial project, of which he wrote: 'The date of publication of the final volume should not be an issue in the support of the project. ' 110 After researching Cappon's work, I have come to see Cappon, representing the generation of archival founders (including documentary editors), as someone who was not necessarily confident about the professional identity of either group. What Cappon was confident about is the value -the centrality -of history for archival work and documentary editing. What are archivists and documentary editors confident about today? While this is a topic outside of this essay, the question reminds us that Cappon never wavered in how he viewed and valued his principal interest, the study of the past. And we see this as the basis of many of his writings and activities. Cappon often flailed at archivists, records managers, documentary editors, and historians about their attitudes, commitments, and abilities to engage with the public in a meaningful way. Cappon was the model historian-archivist, easily moving between the disciplines of history, archival studies, and documentary editing and serving as a critic and commentator on all three.
Cappon struggled with documentary editing as a vocation, although it was where he best brought together his skills as historian, archivist, teacher, and administrator. What we see in Cappon's work was his shaping of editorial standards and practices as he gained experience, read documentary editions, guided the production of such volumes, and contributed his own documentary work. With his historical orientation, Cappon was someone building a bridge to past documentary editing practices as well as looking to the future contributions to be made by documentary editors. As such, his work deserves to be remembered. 'Now that the 1814 edition is easily available again, but in disguise fixed by an aura of scholarly prestige, one wonders whether the responsibilities of the historical editor were given serious consideration in the course of its preparation. Those responsibilities involve more than the making of an accurate transcript of the text. They require the editor to elucidate the text in greater or lesser degree by appropriate annotation, unless his objective is merely a reprint. They also require him to provide the essential historical background, usually in the form of an introduction that comprehends the nature of the documents and their provenance. The text, even when edited to a lesser degree, demands time and mature judgment if the editor is to serve the reader effectively; the reprint offers the easiest and quickest course to publication with a minimum of scholarship. But that minimum ought to do justice to the documents and to the reader' (265-6 
